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Fany Diaz Garcia, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se for review
of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) denial of her motion to reopen

removal proceedings. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. We
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review for abuse of discretion the denial of a motion to reopen or reconsider. Salta
v. INS, 314 F.3d 1076, 1078 (9th Cir. 2002). We deny the petition for review.

The BIA construed Garcia’s motion to reopen as both a motion to reopen
and a motion to reconsider. The BIA did not abuse its discretion in denying
Garcia’s motion to reopen because Garcia failed to support the motion with
previously unavailable evidence. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(1); Ordonez v. INS, 345
F.3d 777, 784-85 (9th Cir. 2003) (explaining that the movant must support a
motion to reopen with new evidence). Additionally, the BIA did not abuse its
discretion in denying the motion to reconsider because Garcia failed to specify any
error of fact or law in the BIA’s previous decision. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(b)(1)
(“A motion to reconsider shall state the reasons for the motion by specifying the
errors of fact or law in the prior Board decision and shall be supported by pertinent
authority.”); see also Iturribarria v. INS, 321 F.3d 889, 896 (9th Cir. 2003).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



